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January 31, 1992

W|Yd0 M. Hartwick US EPA RECORDS CENTER REGION 5
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o o AR
U.S. Environmenul Protection Agercy 484680

Region V

77 West Jackson Boulevand

Chicsgo, Mincis 60604

Re: Preferred Remedy
American Chemical Services NPL Sise
Griffith, Indiana

Dear Mr, Hartwick:

As we have discussed on many occasions, the American Chemical Services
(ACS) PRP Steering Commiuee (Steering Committce) believes that the
implementation of Altetnative § as described in the Final Draft Feasibility Swdy
(FS) dated October 23, 1991 would be the most appropriate remedy for the ACS
gite. This letter summarizes the reasons for selecting Altenative 5 and requests
that members of the Steering Commitiee have the opportunity to meet with you
prior to the U.S. EPA selection of & proposed plan for the site. This letter is
written with the concurrence of the techpical subcommittee of the steering
comumittec.

BACKGROUND

We understand that the U.S. EPA is currently considering the developmeat of the
proposed plan for the remediation of the ACS site. Jn our meéting at your office
on December 20, 1991, you stated that the U.S. EPA is favoring citber Alernative

5 ar Altemative 6. Both alteruatives consist of insmlling & groundwater pumping
and weaument system, and in-situ vapor extraction of contaminated soils at site.
The altematives differ in how waste at the sitc will be addressed. In Alternative S,
wastes would be treated with vapor extraction. In Alternative 6, wastes would be
treated with onsite low temperature thermal meatment.

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) has
recommended Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative in & letter from Mr.
Reggie Baker Jr., Chief of the Superfund Section, to you dated December 6, 1991,
The letter stated that IDEM "staff reviewed and compared the eight (8) alternative
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remediation methods. Alternatives #5 and #6 were distinguished as the most
appropriate remedistion methods.” Later in the letter IDEM stated "We
recommend #5 as the preferred alternative. This recommendation was based on
the belicf that on-site incineration (Alternative 6) would not be publicly
accepted.” Representatives of the Town of Griffith on the Steering Committee
have confirmed that incineration would notbamepnblcwtbopuwc

Based on discussions we had on January 27, 1992, we understand that the U.S.
EPA oversight contractor, Roy F, Weston (Weston), may be recommending
Alrernative 6. Apparcatly Weston favors Aliernative 6 because they believe that
low temperature thermal treatment is more cffective than vapor extraction in
treating semivolatile organic compounds (SVOC). However, you stated that
Weston may be willing to recommend Alternative 5 if the proposed plan was
more specific on the actions that would be taken If pilot soale testing of vapor
extraction of wastc shows that the technology is not cffective.

IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE 8

As stated above, the only real difference in Alteruatives S and 6 is the
methodology for treatment of wasie at the site. The FS shows that the wastes at
the ACS Site contain elevated concentrations of & Jarge number of contaminants
including VOC, SYOC and metals. Vapor extraction is a proven technology for
many of the contaminants. However, because of the wide range and high
concentrations of contaminants, significant bench and pilot soale testing will be
required of whatever treatment technology is sclected 10 address wastes at the
Site. Alternative 5 has the significant advantage that the treatment of waste would
use the same treatment technology that U.S. EPA, IDEM and Weston find is
appropriate for contaminated soils at the site. Becaose & full scale vapor
cxmcnon system will be constructed to treat contaminated soils, a large scale
/ field west to provide design data for vapor exwrsction treatment of waste could be
conducted at relatively low cost.  The fleld test could also be conducted without
the attendant delays of developing wholly independent pilot scale testing of

another treatment technology. The field testing program would be implemented as
follows:

v [« The first step in the remediation process would be thc instadlation of the
groundwater pumping and treatment system. Once inswlled, the primary
nugration pathway from the site would be eliminated. o

* The installation of the vapor extraction system for treatment of
contaminated 30ils would begin concurrent with installation of the pump
and treat systém. This system would be instalied in the zone of
contaminated soils which cssentially surround the waste areas at the site.
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The syzem wuuld include the vapor exteaction wells, connccting pipos,
blowers and vapor treatmens
spot %

. Amﬂmxnmdummmubmmhmmn
large scale test of vapor extiaction of waste. A small sumber of wells
would be ingtalled in this waste ares and the wells would be connected 1o
the vapor treatment sysiem for the contxminated soils.

o+ The large scale field test won}d be operated for one to two years.
Sampling and apalysis of waste samples and extraction gases would be
conducted on a periodic basis to determine the design criteria for
construction of the full scale system.  Based on the design dats, wells
would be installed in the remainder of the waste arons and additional vapor
weamment units would be instafled.

« If prablems are encountered during the field test program, sppropriste
modifications could be developed prior to installation of a full scale
sysiom. In the extreme cass, alternative treatmsnt technologies could be

PRP STEERING COMMITTEE AND TECHNICAL
SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The PRP Steering Commitics beticves that Altemnative § is the most appropriate
remedy at be the ACS Site because:

+ Alternative 5 provides the desi balance of reducing both aotual and
potential risks at the site. Because of the large volume of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) at the site, excavation of waste would result in the

Trow v release of YOCs to the stmosphere. In hot weather, volatilization would
be very difficuis to both predict and control. In addition, the drums and
waste at the sitc were dlsposed of in a random fashion. Although the
contaminants appear to bs in an equilibrium stam now, excavation could

- cause mixingof incompadble wastes with resulting risk to workers and

resideats in the area.

* With Alternative 5, the most mobile contaminasts (VOCS) in the waste
and soil would be removed in-sito so that workess or resideats would not
be exposed wrisk. The residual concentrations of SVOC and metals that
would remain in the waste after treatment with vapor exttaction would
only present a risk if the wastcs were to be excavated st some time in the
future. This potcnual for risk noeds to be balaneedbyﬁwwdmks that
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would oceur if the wastes were excavaied for low tempersture thormal

There is likely 1o be significant public opposition to low tsmperature
therma! treatment or incineration of buried waste (Alternative 6). This
apposition could easily delay the implementation of the remnedy at the sivc
by many years. It is expected that there woald be Httle pubdlic opposition
to the implementation of Alterastive § because the work at the siwe would
be conducted under much more controlled conditions.
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« Significant bench and pilot scale testing will be required for whatever
treatment technology is selected to address wastcs stthe She. Becauss the
contaminated solls at the site will be trested with vapor sxtraction, & large
scale Sield test could be conducted at relatively low cost

+  With Alternative 5, the oppostunity exists to develop design critera for
treating the waste with vapor extraction without exposing warkers or
residents to excavated materials.

+ Alternstive S provides for vapor cxtraction to be rigarously tested for
effoctiveness in treating wastes ai the site. The FS shows that sucoossful
implementation of vapor extraction of waste could save as much as §$
million in cleanup cosis. With Alternative 5, higher cost wechaologies
would be considered only if other reasonable lower cost sschnologies wers
praven ineffective., -

conducted over a 30 year period. Therefore, the implementation of &
scveral year long large scals field test will not extend the overall sjic

cleanup schedule.

N ( » The geatment of contaminatad 30ils and groundwater at the site will be

CLOSURE

We trust that the above discussion will assist the U.S. EPA with reaching accord
with the PRPs on the proposed plan for the site. We request that a meeting among
the PRPs, Warzyn and U.S. EPA be scheduled to discuss this at your convenience.
It may be appropriate 10 have representatives from Weston sttend the meeting.

Wapde M. Hotwick 1, 19972
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would occur if the wastes were sxcavated for low tempersture thermal

There is likely to be significant public oppositios to lJow temperature
thermal treatment or incineration of buried waste (Alternative 6). This
opposition could easily delay the implementation of the remedy at the site
by many years. It is expected that there would be Little public opposition
to the implementation of Altarastive § because the work at the st would
be conducted under much mare controlled conditions.

+  Significant bench and pilot scale testing will be required for whatsver
treatnent techoology is selected to address wasics stthe She. Becsuse the
conaminated soils at the site will be weated with vapor extraction, a large
scale field test could be conducted at relatively low cost

With Aliernative S, the oppostunity exists to develop design criteria for
treating the waste with vapor extraction without exposing werkers or
residents to excavated maserials.

Alternative § provides for vapor cxtraction to be rigarously tested for
effectiveness in trearing wastes at the site. The FS shows that sucoessful
implementation of vapor extraction of waste could save &8 much as $5
million in cleanup costs. With Alternative 5, higher cost wohnologies
would be considered only if other reasonable lower cost sechnologies were
proven ineffective.

+ The treatment of contaminatad soils and groundwater at the sits will be

conducted over a 30 year period. Therefore, the implementation of a
severnl year long large scale fisld test will not extand the overall site

cleanup schedule.
CLOSURE

truss that the above discussion will assist the U.S. EPA with reaching sccord

T=xrrImnsroresweraen the PRPs on the proposed plan for the sie. We request that a meeting among

& =====PRPs, Warzyn and U.S. EPA be scheduled to discuss this as your convenience.

worrr=ro—o—mzoznay be appropriate 10 have represontatives from Weston atiend the meeting.
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1 will give you a call in the next fow days to discuss this letter, In the meantime,
if you have any questions, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

WARZYNINC.

(ohi-101-34)
6023100
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